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ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at 
least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the 
following pages. 
 

___Aesthetics ___Agriculture Resources ___Air Quality ___Biological Resources 
___Cultural Resources ___Geology /Soils X    Hazards & Hazardous Materials ___Hydrology / Water Quality 
___Land Use / Planning ___Mineral Resources ___ Noise ___Population / Housing 
___Public Services ___Recreation X    Transportation / Traffic ___Utilities / Service Systems 
___Mandatory Finding of Significance 
 

  

 
DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 
___ I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment and 

a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 
 
X I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 

there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made 
by or agreed to by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will 
be prepared. 

 
___ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 
___ I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 

significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at lest one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
___ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 

because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (b) have been 
avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including 
revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is 
required. 

 
 
        
Signature  Date 
 
 
  City of San Jose-Planning Division_____ 
Printed name      For 

     



1.0 Introduction 
 

SECTION 1.0 
INTRODUCTION 

 
This Initial Study has been prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code 21000 et seq.) as amended January 1, 2004, and the State 
CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code 15000 et seq.) as amended December 1, 2003. 
According to Section 15070 of the CEQA Guidelines,  “A public agency shall prepare or have 
prepared a proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration for a project subject to 
CEQA when: 
 

(a) The Initial Study shows that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole 
record before the agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment,  

 
(b) The Initial Study identified potentially significant effects but: 
 

1) Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by or agreed to 
by the applicant before the proposed mitigated negative 
declaration and initial study are released for public review would 
avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly 
no significant effects would occur, and 

  
2) There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record 

before the agency, that the project as revised may have a 
significant impact on the environment.   

 
Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines defines “significant effect on the environment” as a 
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the 
area affected by the project including land, air, water, mineral, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and 
object of historic aesthetic significance.   
 
An Initial Study is a preliminary analysis prepared by the lead agency to determine whether an 
EIR or Negative Declaration must be prepared and to identify the significant effects to be 
analyzed in an EIR (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15365).  
 
The Initial Study for the proposed project will serve to focus on effects determined to be 
potentially significant. This document has been prepared as an objective, full-disclosure 
document to inform agency decision-makers and the general public of the direct and indirect 
physical environmental effects of the proposed action and any measures to reduce or eliminate 
potential adverse impacts. Because this Initial Study addresses impacts of both amending the 
General Plan and rezoning the property to allow a specific development, the specificity of the 
discussion is appropriate to both levels of analysis. The General Plan Amendment impacts that 
are evaluated are general in nature, and the corresponding mitigation can only be characterized in 
terms of General Plan policies or other programmed mitigations measures, such as conformance 
with ordinances, laws, or adopted policies, that would typically be implemented at the time of a 
specific future development.  The project impacts evaluated include specific mitigation measures 
that, when implemented, would reduce impacts from the proposed project to less than significant 
levels. 
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The environmental checklist is consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines and is used to focus 
this study on physical and environmental factors that may be further impacted by the proposed 
project. The checklist indicates one of the following determinations for each specified potential 
impact under each category of impact included on the checklist: 
 

• “Potentially Significant Impact” 
• “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” 
• “Less Than Significant Impact” 
• “No Impact” 
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SECTION 2.0 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
1. Project Title:   HP Warehouse Site – 915 Story Road 

General Plan Amendment (GP03-07-10) and Rezoning 
(PDC04-045)  

 
2. Lead Agency Name   City of San Jose 
 and Address:   Department of Planning, Building and Code 

Enforcement   
 801 North First Street, Room 400 
 San Jose, CA 95110 
 

3. Contact Person and   David Tymn, Project Manager 
 Phone Number:   (408) 277-4576 
  
4. Project Location:   The project site is located on the north side of Story 

Road, approximately 750 feet west of McLaughlin 
Avenue (915 Story Road) in the City of San Jose, within 
the County of Santa Clara, California. 

 
5. Project Sponsor’s    915 Story Road Investments, LLC 
 Name and Address:  10123 North Wolf Road, Suite 2030 
     Cupertino, CA  95014 
     (408) 723-2177    

  
6. General Plan    Industrial Park  

Designation:    
  
7. Zoning:    IP Industrial Park  
 
8. Description of Project: The project application consists of a General Plan 

Amendment to change the General Plan Land Use/ 
Transportation Diagram designation for the site from 
Industrial Park to General Commercial, and a Planned 
Development Rezoning from IP Industrial Park District 
to A(PD) Planned Development District to allow up to 
274,370 square feet of commercial uses, and vehicular 
circulation and common open space.  

 
          
9.  Surrounding Land Uses The proposed project site is located along the Story  
 and Setting: Road corridor, in an area characterized by mixed 

commercial and industrial park uses.  The 
  primary land uses within the vicinity of the project site 

are industrial park, neighborhood and pedestrian 
commercial centers.  Single-family residential uses are 
located north of Highway 280, and single-family and 
multi-family residential uses are located to the south of 
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  2.0 Project Description 
 
 

the existing commercial and industrial park uses along 
Story Road.  

 
 2.1 PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The proposed project site is located within the County of Santa Clara in the City of San Jose 
(refer to Exhibit 1). The approximate 19.6-acre site consists of two adjacent parcels located along 
the north side of Story Road, approximately 750 feet west of McLaughlin Avenue (refer to 
Exhibit 2). The Assessor’s Parcel Numbers for the site are 472-11-063 & 065 (refer to Exhibit 3). 
 
 
2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 
The project site is currently occupied by vacant 400,000-square foot concrete tilt-up warehouse 
building and paved parking lot.  The site was previously used as a warehouse distribution center  
by Hewlett Packard.  The perimeter of the parking lot is landscaped with lawn, shrubs and mature 
trees.  A more complete description of the quantity, size and species of onsite trees is included in 
Section 4.0 (Subsection 4, Biological Resources) of this Initial Study.  The property is fenced and 
gated.  Photos of the site are provided in Exhibits 5a, 5b and 5c. 
 
The land uses surrounding the project site consist of: retail buildings, including two gasoline 
stations, to the south across Story Road; a retail strip center to the east; and industrial park 
buildings to the north and west. Single-family residential neighborhoods are located north of the 
site, on the north side of Highway 280.  Multiple-family residential developments are located 
south of the commercial developments along Story Road, with single-family residential 
neighborhoods located farther south.  Coyote Creek is located approximately 1,000 feet west of 
the project site. 
 
Exhibits 1 and 2 provide an aerial view of the existing property and surrounding land uses. 
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Viewing east along the northern boundary of the site.  
 
 
 

Viewing north along the eastern boundary of the site 
 

  Site Photos 
  Exhibit 4 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Viewing south along the eastern boundary of the site.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Viewing northwest from the existing entrance to the site near Story Road. 

  Site Photos 
  Exhibit 5 
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2.3 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 
 
The project applicant is requesting to amend the General Plan Land Use/Transportation Diagram 
designation for the project site from Industrial Park to General Commercial, and rezone the site 
from IP Industrial Park District to A(PD) Planned Development District to allow commercial 
uses on the site.  Subsequent approvals of a Planned Development Permit and Tentative 
Condominium Map will be required for the proposed development on the site.  The project 
applicant intends to file these permit applications following the Planning Commission hearing on 
the proposed General Plan Amendment and Rezoning applications.  The potential impacts of the 
total project, including the subsequent permits, are addressed in this Initial Study. 
 
The Site Plan for the project proposes 9 buildings totaling 274,370 gross square feet of office and 
retail space.  Building H, located at the rear of the site, also contains a 3-story, 4-level parking 
garage.  Each building will be divided into individual commercial tenant spaces.  The garage 
provides 674 parking spaces.  In addition to the garage, the project provides 1,037 on-site surface 
parking spaces.  The total amount of parking spaces provided is 1,711.  Vehicle access to the site 
will be provided with a main entrance and a secondary entrance on Story Road.  The main 
entrance allows access to the principal circulation spine, which consists of two one-way double-
loaded parking aisles with angled parking, and a roundabout that features textured concrete 
pavers and a fountain and sculpture.  The secondary access is located at the southwest corner of 
the site, and provides ingress from Story Road to the western portion of the site. A shared egress 
driveway, which also provides access to Story Road from the adjacent Walmart parking lot, will 
also be constructed.  There are parallel one-way driveways that provide parking and access for the 
other buildings on the site, and aggregated parking areas are located in the northern and 
northwestern portions of the site, near the parking garage.  Pedestrian walkways constructed of 
special accent paving provide pedestrian access to the buildings from the parking areas.   
 
The site is proposed to be graded so that it will drain from the back of the site to Story Road, via 
underground storm drain lines.  Vegetated swales are proposed adjacent to the parking areas 
adjacent to the Story Road frontage, and in the parking lot medians.  Area drains are provided in 
the landscaped perimeter areas along the western and northern boundaries of the site.  
 
Landscaping for the site will incorporate existing trees along the site’s eastern boundary, and will 
include new shade trees within the medians of the main circulation spine, and accent trees within 
all of the driveways and at pedestrian crossings.  The proposed landscape plan also includes 
shrubs and groundcovers throughout the site. 
 
The proposed commercial buildings contain one-, two- and three-story elements, and will reflect 
contemporary style architecture, incorporating tower elements and parapet walls.  The buildings 
will be articulated with columns, multi-pane windows and awnings.  The proposed parking 
garage will contain four levels.   
 
Exhibits 6, 7, 8 and 9 show the proposed Site Plan, Grading and Drainage Plan, Conceptual 
Elevations, and Landscape Concept Plan, respectively. 
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  3.0 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of 
 Environmental Checklist Responses  

 
SECTION 3.0 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
CHECKLIST RESPONSES 

 
 
The following Environmental Checklist Form is from Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines 
and identifies environmental impacts that could occur if the proposed project was constructed.  
Discussions supporting the impact conclusions immediately follow the checklist. A “No Impact” 
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply 
does not apply to projects like the one involved. 
 
 
1. AESTHETICS 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista?  

   g 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway?  

   g 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings?  

  g  

d) Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare that would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area?  

  g  

 
a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
   
NO IMPACT.  The project site is located in a suburban area that is developed with a mix of 
industrial park and commercial/retail uses. The project site contains an industrial warehouse 
building and associated parking lot. There are no designated scenic vistas on or near the project 
site. The project would not therefore result in any impacts to scenic vistas.  
 
(Source: 10, 16) 
 
b) Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited 

to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 
   
NO IMPACT. The project site does not contain any designated scenic resources consistent with the 
Scenic Routes Goal and Policies contained in the San Jose 2020 General Plan, nor is it located near 
a state scenic highway. None of the trees on the project site are designated scenic resources by the 
General Plan, and they are not included on the City’s list of Heritage Trees. The project site does 
not contain any historic buildings or structures. Therefore, no impacts on the project site would 
occur as a result of the proposed project.  
 
(Source: 10, 16) 
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c) Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the 

site and it’s surroundings? 
   
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The project site currently contains a vacant industrial 
warehouse building and associated parking lot, and landscaping consisting of lawn, shrubs and 
mature trees.  The project involves amending the General Plan designation for the project site 
from Industrial Park to General Commercial, and rezoning the site from IP Industrial Park 
District to A(PD) Planned Development District to allow the demolition of the existing building 
and the construction of a commercial/retail complex consisting of nine tenant buildings and a 
parking garage. The proposed development would be consistent with other existing 
commercial/retail development in the immediate area. It is likely that the proposed new 
development would change the existing visual character of site with the construction of multiple 
buildings, driveways and parking aisles. However, the project would be subject to conformance 
with the following Urban Design Goal and Policies contained in the General Plan: 

 
Urban Design Goal:  Require the highest standards of architectural and site design, and 
encourage the use of  “Green Building” techniques for all development projects, both 
public and private. 
 
Urban Design Policy 1.  The City should continue to apply strong architectural and site 
design controls on all types of development for the protection and development of 
neighborhood character and for the proper transition between areas with different types of 
land uses. 
 
Urban Design Policy 2.  Private development should include adequate landscaped areas. 
Landscaped areas should utilize water efficient plant materials and irrigation systems. 
Energy conservation techniques such as vegetative cooling and wind shielding should 
also be utilized. All landscaped areas should include provision for ongoing landscape 
maintenance. 

 
Urban Design Policy 22.  Design guidelines adopted by the City Council should be 
followed in the design of development projects. 

 
Urban Design Policy 30.  To the maximum extent feasible, all new commercial and 
industrial buildings should be designed for adaptability to other uses in the future. 

 
Urban Design Policy 33.  All developments should provide pedestrian friendly design 
features including, but not limited to, pedestrian pathways connecting public streets to 
building entrances and other features of the site.  In addition, street trees and appropriate 
pedestrian scale lighting should be installed in developments within Pedestrian Priority 
Areas.  Non-residential development should include street shade, pedestrian-oriented 
signage, and building entrances along the street frontage.  Within the public right-of-way, 
pedestrian-oriented signage could include “trailblazer” signs. 

 
Urban Design Policy 34.  To create a more pleasing pedestrian environment, building 
frontages should include design elements with a human scale, varied and articulated 
facades, and entries oriented to public sidewalks or pedestrian pathways.  Windows 
and/or entries should be provided along sidewalks and pathways. 
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The project would also be subject to conformance with the City’s Commercial Design Guidelines, 
which would ensure compatibility with existing uses on surrounding properties.  Less than 
significant impacts to the visual character or quality of the site and surroundings would result 
from implementation of the project. 

 
(Source: 10, 16)  
  
d) Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 

adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 
 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  The proposed General Plan Amendment and rezoning 
would modify the land use on the site from industrial park to commercial.  The proposed new 
development would result in an overall decrease in building mass on the site, however, it would 
increase the number of parked cars on the site. The potential increases in light and glare resulting 
from the increased number of cars would be mitigated by the installation of new landscaping, 
building articulation, garage parking of vehicles, etc.  Exterior building and parking lot lighting 
associated with the new development would likely create a greater amount of nighttime lighting 
than the existing building on the site, however it would not adversely affect views in the area.  The 
project would be required to conform to the City’s Commercial Design Guidelines and to the 
standards of the City’s Outdoor Lighting Policy. Therefore, less than significant impacts would 
occur as a result of the project.  
 
(Source: 10, 16) 

 
CONCLUSION. Implementation of the proposed GPA and rezoning, in conformance with existing 
General Plan Goals and Policies, Commercial Design Guidelines, and Outdoor Lighting Policy, 
would not result in significant aesthetic impacts. (Less than significant impact)  
 
 
2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES     

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on 
agriculture and farmland. 

 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?  

   g 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use, or a Williamson Act contract?  

   g 
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2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES     

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on 
agriculture and farmland. 

 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

c) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use?  

   g 

 
a)  Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 

Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to 
non-agricultural use? 

   
NO IMPACT. The project site is classified as “Urban and Built-up Land” by the 2000 Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Map for the County of Santa Clara. The site is surrounded by urban lands 
and is not located near any agricultural resources. Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of 
the project. 
 
(Source: 5) 
 
b) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson 

Act contract? 
   
NO IMPACT.  The project site is not zoned for agricultural uses, and is not under a Williamson 
Act contract. Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of the project. 
 
(Source: 5, 12) 
     
c) Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to 

their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural 
use? 

   
NO IMPACT.  The proposed project does not include any changes in the existing environment that 
could result in the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural uses.  The project would not involve 
construction on agricultural land. Therefore, no impacts would occur as result of the project. 

 
(Source: 5, 12) 

 
CONCLUSION. Implementation of the proposed or alternative GPA would not result in farmland 
impacts. (No impact) 
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3. AIR QUALITY     

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 

 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

               
Less Than 

Significant With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan?  

  g  

b) Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation?  

 g   

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under 
an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing 
emissions that exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)?  

  g  

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?  

  g  

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people?  

   g 

 
 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 
 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines (Revised December 1999) state that cumulative air quality impacts 
would not result if a project is consistent with the most recently adopted Clean Air Plan (CAP), 
which is the Bay Area 2000 Clean Air Plan prepared by the BAAQMD and adopted December 
20, 2000.  The City’s General Plan has implemented the control measures contained in the CAP.   
Since the project is consistent with the policies and programs of the General Plan (see discussion 
under Checklist Item 9.c., below), and the General Plan is consistent with the Clean Air Plan, the 
project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the CAP. Therefore, less than 
significant impacts would occur as a result of the project.   

 
(Source: 3, 4, 10) 

         
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 

projected air quality violation?  
 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCOROPORATED.  
Applicable air quality criteria for evaluation of the project’s impacts are federal air pollutant 
standards established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and reported as 
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National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), and the California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (CAAQS), which are equal to or more stringent than the federal standards.  

 
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) coordinates and oversees both state and federal air 
quality control programs in California. Santa Clara County is under the jurisdiction of the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The project site is located in the Bay Area 
Air Basin. The Bay Area Air Basin is currently classified as a “nonattainment” area for the state 
ozone standard, which means that the level of ozone during a one-hour period exceeds the 
standard of 0.09 parts per million (ppm) on more than one day per year, excluding those 
occasions when a violation was caused by an exceptional event, as defined in the criteria. For 
particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter (PM10), the Bay Area Air Basin is 
currently designated as a “nonattainment” area for the state standard, and is designated 
unclassified for particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) pending further 
monitoring data. All other pollutants are designated as “attainment” or “unclassified” for federal 
standards and as an “attainment” area for the state standard. 
  
Construction Impacts.  Construction activities are generally short-term in duration, but 
may still cause adverse air quality impacts. Emissions of fine particulate matter (PM10 
and PM2.5) can result from a variety of construction activities, including excavation, 
grading, demolition, vehicle travel on unpaved surfaces, and vehicle and equipment 
exhaust. PM10 and PM2.5 emissions from construction activities can lead to adverse health 
effects and cause nuisance concerns, such as reduced visibility and the generation of dust.  
Project construction on the site would likely generate PM10 emissions from various 
construction activities, including demolition of the existing structures on the site, grading, 
excavation, and the operation of equipment and vehicles.  
 
The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines establishes thresholds of significance for construction 
and operation (post construction) phases of projects. According to the BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines, the BAAQMD’s “approach to CEQA analyses of construction impacts is to 
emphasize implementation of effective and comprehensive control measures rather than 
detailed quantification of emissions.” The determination of significance with respect to 
construction emissions, according to the Guidelines, should be based on a consideration 
of the control measures to be implemented.  Table 2 of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 
contains the feasible control measures for construction emission of PM10.  
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Implementation of the following project-level Mitigation Measure, based on Table 2 of the 
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, will reduce potential construction impacts to less than significant 
levels. 

 
Mitigation Measure 3-1:  The following controls shall be implemented during all 
construction phases of the project: 

 
• Water all active construction sites at least twice daily; 
• Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand and other loose materials or require all trucks 

to maintain at least two feet of freeboard; 
• Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all 

unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites; 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas and 

staging areas at construction sites; 
• Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto 

adjacent public streets; 
• Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas 

(previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more); 
• Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply non-toxic soil binders to exposed 

stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.) sufficient to prevent visible airborne dust; 
• Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph; 
• Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public 

roadways; and 
• Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

 
(Source: 3, 4, 10) 
 
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 

which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.   According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, a 
project would not result in a cumulative air quality impact if it does not individually result in a 
significant air quality impact, is located in a jurisdiction with a general plan that is consistent with 
the Clean Air Plan, and is consistent with the general plan. The project would not individually 
result in a significant air quality impact with the implementation of mitigation measures (see 
response to Checklist Item 3.b, above). The San Jose General Plan is consistent with the CAP and 
the proposed project is consistent with the Major Strategies and Goals and Policies of the City’s 
General Plan, as described below. 

 
Major Strategies. The project is consistent with the General Plan’s Growth Management Major 
Strategy, which seeks to promote new growth within the Greenline/Urban Growth Boundary so 
that new development will be prudently located to achieve the most efficient use of urban 
facilities and services, and to that end it encourages infill development within urbanized areas 
where urban facilities and services are already available, thus minimizing the cost of providing 
urban services.  This Major Strategy also emphasizes maintaining the balance between 
residential, commercial and industrial land uses in order to balance service demands and revenue 
sources, and stresses that the location of housing is critical to minimizing service costs. This 
Major Strategy encourages compact, efficient infill development and discourages more costly 
development at the edge of the City. The project site’s location within an existing suburban 

HP Warehouse Site  Initial Study 
GP03-07-10 & PDC04-045 3-7 October 2004 



  3.0 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of 
 Environmental Checklist Responses  

 
commercial corridor, which has adequate public services, public utility capacities, and close 
proximity to mass transit demonstrates the project’s consistency with this Major Strategy. 

 
The Economic Development Major Strategy strives to make San José a more "balanced 
community" by encouraging more commercial and industrial growth to balance existing 
residential development, by creating an equitable distribution of job centers and residential areas, 
and by controlling the timing of development.  The strategy states that land uses that generate 
jobs do not require as many public services and typically generate greater revenue than residential 
use.  The project would be consistent with one of the major purposes of the economic 
development strategy, which is to improve San Jose's jobs/housing balance and maximize its 
ability to provide adequate urban services to its residents. 

   
The Sustainable City Major Strategy promotes the importance of conservation and preservation of 
natural resources in the City in order to improve the quality of air and water and to conserve land, 
soil, water, energy and ecosystems such as the Bay, forests, riparian corridors, fisheries, 
grasslands, etc.  It points out that the General Plan's continued emphasis on land use related issues 
such as achieving a relative job/housing balance and orienting development around transit 
facilities contributes to sustainability by shortening trip lengths and helping to increase the 
availability and convenience of transit, biking and walking, which conserves energy and improves 
water and air quality.  The project site’s location in an established commercial area, within close 
proximity to residential areas, makes the project consistent with this Major Strategy. 

 
Goals and Policies.  The Commercial Land Use Goal seeks to provide a pattern of commercial 
development which best serves community needs through maximum efficiency and accessibility.  
The project would be consistent with the Policies supporting these goals, including Commercial 
Land Use Policies 1 and 2, which encourage new commercial development near existing centers 
of employment or population, or in close proximity to transit facilities, designed to encourage 
pedestrian and bicycle access, and which encourage employee intensive uses to locate along 
multi-modal transit corridors. Policy 2 states that new commercial uses should be located in 
existing or new shopping centers or in established strip commercial areas. 

 
The proposed General Plan Amendment and development project is in conformance with the 
General Plan’s Growth Management, Economic Development, and Sustainable City Major 
Strategies, and with the Commercial Land Use Goals and Policies, and is therefore consistent 
with the CAP. Less than significant cumulative air quality impacts would result from 
implementation of the project. 
   
(Source3, 4, 10) 
 
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?  
 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  The proposed project would not be expected to 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, as there are no residential 
neighborhoods immediately adjacent to the project site. Mitigation measures outlined in the 
response to Checklist Item 3.c, above, would reduce potential impacts top less than significant 
levels.  Therefore, less than significant impacts would occur as a result of the project. 

 
(Source: 3, 4, 10, 16) 
 
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?  
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NO IMPACT.  The proposed project would not generate any objectionable odors during 
construction or operation. Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of the project. 
 
(Source: 16) 

 
CONCLUSION. The proposed General Plan Amendment and development project are in 
conformance with the General Plan’s Growth Management, Economic Development, and 
Sustainable City Major Strategies, and with the Commercial Land Use Goals and Policies.  
Conformance with the dust control measures contained in Mitigation Measure 3-1, above, would 
further reduce potential air quality impacts to less than significant levels. (Less than significant 
impacts) 
 
 
4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

               
Less Than 

Significant With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or 
by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  

 g   

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or 
US Fish and Wildlife Service?  

   g 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means?  

   g 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement 
of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites?  

   g 

e) Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance?  

 g   
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

               
Less Than 

Significant With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan?  

   g 

 
 
a)  Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 

modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.  The 
project site consists of developed parcels located in an urban area of the City of San Jose and is 
surrounded by existing industrial park and commercial development. The project site contains only 
biological resources that are typical of an urban and developed setting. These resources include 
ornamental trees and shrubs.  Due to the developed nature of the project area, the potential for 
wildlife diversity is relatively low.   

 
A raptor and tree survey report was prepared by Live Oak Associates, Inc., based on raptor and tree 
surveys of the property conducted on July 16 and 20, 2004.   The surveys concluded that the project 
site does not support potential nesting or foraging habitat for burrowing owls, and they were 
presumed absent from the site. No raptor nests were found in the trees, and they were also 
determined to be absent from the site at the time of the survey.  The report stated that development 
of the site is not expected to disturb any active raptor nests if the development (including ground 
disturbance and the removal of large trees) occurs prior to next year’s raptor breeding season 
(February 1 to August 31, 2005).  If ground disturbance or tree removal activities don’t commence 
prior to next year’s breeding season, then new surveys for stick nests will need to be conducted to 
confirm that nesting raptors are still absent from the site (a copy of the report is include in Appendix 
A of this Initial Study).  With the incorporation of the following mitigation measure, the project will 
not have a substantial adverse effect on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species. 
 

Mitigation Measure 4-1:  If possible, construction should be scheduled between 
October and December (inclusive) to avoid the raptor-nesting season.  If this is not 
possible, pre-construction surveys for nesting raptors shall be conducted by a 
qualified ornithologist to identify active raptor nests that may be disturbed during 
project implementation.  Between January and April (inclusive) pre-construction 
surveys shall be conducted no more than 14 days prior to the initiation of construction 
activities or tree relocation or removal.  Between May and August (inclusive), pre-
construction surveys shall be conducted no more than thirty (30) days prior to the 
initiation of these activities.  The surveying ornithologist shall inspect all trees in and 
immediately adjacent to the construction area for raptor nests.  If an active raptor 
nest is found in or close enough to the construction area to be disturbed by these 
activities, the ornithologist shall, in consultation with the State of California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), designate a construction-free buffer zone 
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(typically 250 feet) around the nest.  The applicant shall submit a report indicating the 
results of the survey and any designated buffer zones to the satisfaction of the City’s 
Environmental Principal Planner prior to the issuance of any grading or building 
permit.   

 
 (Source: 10, 18) 
 
b) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 

sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations 
or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
NO IMPACT.  The project site and its immediate surroundings are fully developed and do not 
contain riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities as defined by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The nearest riparian corridor is 
Coyote Creek, located approximately 1,000 feet west of the site and is separated from the project 
site by developed properties.  Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of the project. 

 
(Source: 16, 18) 

 
c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as 

defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 

 
NO IMPACT.  The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulates the dredge and fill 
of Waters of the U.S. through Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. This project site is developed 
and does not contain federally protected waters or wetlands. Therefore, no impacts would occur as a 
result of the new project. 

 
(Source: 16, 18) 
 
d) Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 

migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

 
NO IMPACT.  The subject project site is fully developed and located in an urban area that is 
surrounded by industrial and residential land uses. The project site is not located within an 
established fish or wildlife migratory corridor. Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of the 
new project. 

 
(Source: 16, 18) 
 
e) Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 

resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?  
 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.  The City 
of San Jose has a tree preservation ordinance that requires that a tree removal permit be obtained for 
the removal of any tree greater than 56 inches in circumference, measured at 24 inches above grade. 
The proposed project will result in the removal of trees, which in turn would require mitigation for 
their removal, such as replanting new trees at a designated replacement ratio.    
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The tree survey conducted by Live Oak Associates, Inc. indicated that there are 286 trees on the 
site, 47 of which meet the City’s definition of ordinance size, and would require a Tree Removal 
Permit for removal. Tree species on the site include poplar, Canary Island pine, coast redwood, ash, 
flowering plum, fan palm, and tree of heaven.  None of the trees on the project site are listed on the 
City’s List of Heritage Trees. In addition to the trees, there are several species of ornamental shrubs 
and groundcover within the landscaped margins of the site. 

 
Although the Landscape Concept Plan calls for the preservation of existing trees along the site’s 
easterly boundary (see Exhibit 9:  Landscape Plan), construction of the proposed project would 
likely result in the removal of up to 41 ordinance-sized trees from the site, which would be 
considered a significant impact. Conformance with the City’s Tree Removal Permit process, as 
prescribed in the following project-level mitigation measure, would reduce potential impacts to less 
than significant levels.  
 

Mitigation Measure 4-2:  The project will be required to conform to the City’s tree 
preservation ordinance, and will provide replacement trees in conformance with City 
policy.  The species and exact number of trees to be planted on the site will be determined 
in consultation with the City Arborist and the Department of Planning, Building and Code 
Enforcement.  In the event the developed portion of the site does not have sufficient area to 
accommodate the required tree mitigation, one or more of the following measures will be 
implemented at the permit stage: 

 
• An alternative site(s) will be identified for additional tree planting.  Alternative 

sites may include local parks or schools or installation of trees on adjacent 
properties for screening purposes to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning, 
Building and Code Enforcement. 

• A donation of $300 per mitigation tree to San Jose Beautiful or Our City Forest for 
in-lieu off-street planting in the community.  These funds will be used for tree 
planting and maintenance of planted trees for approximately three years.  A 
donation receipt for off-site tree planting will be provided to the Environmental 
Principal Planner prior to issuance of a development permit.  

 
In addition to the above mitigation, conformance with the following General Plan Policies will 
reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels: 
 

Urban Forest Policy 2. Development projects should include the preservation of 
ordinance-sized, and other significant trees. Any adverse affect on the health and 
longevity of native oaks, ordinance sized or other significant trees should be 
avoided through appropriate design measures and construction practices. When 
tree preservation is not feasible, the project should include appropriate tree 
replacement. In support of these policies the City should: 

 
• Continue to implement the Heritage Tree program and the Tree Removal 

Ordinance. 
 

• Consider the adoption of Tree Protection Standards and Tree Removal 
Mitigation Guidelines. 

 
Urban Forest Policy 3.  The City encourages the maintenance of mature trees on 
public and private property as an integral part of the urban forest. Prior to allowing 
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the removal of any mature tree, all reasonable measures which can effectively 
preserve the tree should be pursued. 

 
Urban Forest Policy 5. The City should encourage the selection of trees appropriate 
for a particular urban site. Tree placement should consider energy saving values, 
nearby power lines, and root characteristics. 

 
Urban Forest Policy 6.  Trees used for new plantings in urban areas should be 
selected primarily from species with low water requirements. 

 
Urban Design Policy 7. Where appropriate, trees that benefit urban wildlife species 
by providing food or cover should be incorporated in urban plantings. 

 
(Source: 10, 11, 16, 18) 

 
f) Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation 

Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or 
state habitat conservation plan? 

    
NO IMPACT.  The subject site is not located in an area that is protected by an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or 
state conservation plan. Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of the new project. 

 
(Source: 10, 18) 

 
CONCLUSION. Implementation of the proposed project, in conformance with the City’s tree 
removal requirements specified in the above mitigation measure, and in conformance with 
applicable General Plan policies, would not result in significant biological impacts. (Less than 
significant impact with mitigation incorporated)  
 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as 
defined in 15064.5?  

  g  

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to 15064.5?  

  g  

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature?  

   g 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries?  

  g  
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a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

historical resource as defined in § 15064.5? 
 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  There are no historical resources located on the project 
site or in the immediate vicinity that could be affected by the project.  There are no structures over 
50 years old on the project site.  Because the site is located in an archaeologically sensitive zone, a 
Cultural Resources Study was prepared by Holman & Associates, dated September 15, 2004. The 
study concluded that the project would probably have no effect on either historic and/or prehistoric 
archaeological resources, and did not recommend subsurface testing or archaeological monitoring 
during construction.  These conclusions were based on: 1) a literature review conducted by Holman 
& Associates which found no cultural resources located on or within 500 feet of the site boundaries; 
and 2) the negative findings of three previous archaeological field inspections conducted on the site.      

 
Adherence to the following General Plan Policy would avoid any possible impacts to cultural 
resources: 

 
Historic, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources Policy 9. Recognizing that Native 
American burials may be encountered at unexpected locations, the City should impose a 
requirement on all development permits and tentative subdivision maps that upon 
discovery of such burials during construction, development activity will cease until 
professional archaeological examination and reburial in an appropriate manner is 
accomplished. 

 
(Source: 10, 17)  
 
b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 

archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5? 
   
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  See response to Checklist Item 5.a, above. 

  
(Source: 10, 17)  

 
c) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 

site or unique geologic feature? 
  
NO IMPACT. See response to Checklist Item 5.a, above. 

  
(Source: 10, 17) 

 
d) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 

formal cemeteries? 
   
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.   See response to Checklist Item 5.a, above. 

 
(Source: 10, 17) 

 
CONCLUSION. Implementation of the proposed project, in conformance with existing applicable 
General Plan Policies, would not result in significant cultural resources impacts. (Less than 
significant impact)  
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6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving:  

    

 i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the State Geologist for 
the area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault?  

   g 

 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?    g  

 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction?  

  g  

 iv) Landslides?     g 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 
of topsoil?  

  g  

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in 
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?  

  g  

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
property?  

  g  

e) Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater?  

   g 

 
a) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 

including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 
         

i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist 
for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

 
NO IMPACT.  The San Francisco Bay Area is one of the most seismically active regions in the 
United States. The significant earthquakes that occur in the Bay Area are generally associated 
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with earth movement along the well defined, active fault zones of the San Andreas Fault system, 
which regionally trends in a northwesterly direction. The subject site is not located in a 
designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (known formerly as a Special Studies Zone), or 
a City of San Jose Geological Hazard Zone. The nearest active fault zones are the Crosley Fault, 
located approximately 6+ miles northeasterly of the project site, and the Evergreen Fault, located 
approximately 5+ miles east of the project site. Therefore, the potential for surface rupture or 
fault offset at the subject site would be considered remote. No impacts would occur as a result of 
the new project.   
 
(Source: 13, 16) 
 
 ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? 
    
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  The project site and its surroundings may experience 
intense seismic ground shaking during the next major earthquake on the San Andreas, Hayward, 
Calaveras or other regional fault systems. The severity of seismic shaking at any given location 
depends on various factors, including earthquake magnitude, distance to the causative fault, depth 
to bedrock, physical characteristics of underlying soil and bedrock, and local topography. The 
San Andreas fault, the Hayward fault, and the Calaveras fault would be the three faults most 
likely to produce intense seismic ground shaking in the project area. Given the geologic 
conditions of the region, the new project would not expose people or structures to any greater 
risks involving seismic ground shaking than would other projects located in a geologically similar 
setting.   
 
While the potential for strong seismic ground shaking cannot be eliminated, adherence to the 
Uniform Building Code would mitigate such risk to the extent feasible. As required by the City of 
San Jose building permit process, the proposed new development would be required to be 
designed and constructed in accordance with the current Uniform Building Code and other 
applicable standards and practices of earthquake resistant construction. The California Building 
Code requires that a qualified professional classify and evaluate soil conditions for design of 
building foundations at proposed building sites. This would reduce potential impacts from strong 
ground shaking to a level that is not considered substantial or adverse. 

 
Additionally, conformance with the following General Plan Policies related to development in 
seismic hazard zones would reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. 

  
Earthquake Policy 1. The City should require that all new buildings be designed and 
constructed to resist stresses produced by earthquakes. 

 
Earthquake Policy 3.  The City should only approve new development in areas of identified 
seismic hazard if such hazard can be appropriately mitigated. 

 
Earthquake Policy 5.  The City should continue to require geotechnical studies for 
development proposals; such studies should determine the actual extent of seismic hazards, 
optimum location for structures, the advisability of special structural requirements, and the 
feasibility and desirability of a proposed facility in a specified location. 

 
Soils and Geology Conditions Policy 1.  The City should require soils and geologic review 
of development proposals to assess such hazards as potential seismic hazards, surface 
ruptures, liquefaction, landsliding, mudsliding, erosion and sedimentation in order to 
determine if these hazards can be adequately mitigated. 
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Soils and Geology Conditions Policy 6.  Development in areas subject to soils and 
geologic hazards should incorporate adequate mitigation measures. 

 
(Source: 10, 13, 16) 
 
 iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 
    
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  Seismic-related ground failure such as liquefaction, and 
accompanying ground effects such as lurch cracking and lateral spreading occur when loose, 
cohesionless materials are saturated with groundwater and undergo a temporary loss of strength 
during an earthquake or other intense ground shaking. During such an event, liquefiable soils 
acquire a degree of mobility and ground deformation occurs. In extreme cases, the soil particles can 
become suspended in groundwater, resulting in the deposits exhibiting fluid-like characteristics. The 
four factors that determine how susceptible a certain area will be to liquefaction are: 1) the age of 
the underlying geologic materials, 2) type of geologic deposit, 3) depth to ground water, and 4) 
potential intensity of seismic shaking.   For new development, liquefaction can result in cracking, 
buckling, and other forms of building damage. 

 
The purpose of the City’s Geologic Hazard Clearance is to demonstrate that the future development 
is not potentially endangered by geologic hazards that may affect the site, and that the proposed 
improvements will adequately mitigate the geologic hazards.  Although the project site is located in 
a State Seismic Hazard Zone for liquefaction, it is not located in a designated City Geologic Hazard 
Zone and would not therefore be required to obtain Geologic Hazard Clearance from the Public 
Works Department prior to the issuance of grading permits.  

  
Conformance with the following General Plan Policies related to development in geologic hazard 
zones would reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. 

  
Soils and Geology Conditions Policy 1.  The City should require soils and geologic review 
of development proposals to assess such hazards as potential seismic hazards, surface 
ruptures, liquefaction, landsliding, mudsliding, erosion and sedimentation in order to 
determine if these hazards can be adequately mitigated. 

 
Soils and Geology Conditions Policy 6.  Development in areas subject to soils and 
geologic hazards should incorporate adequate mitigation measures. 

 
Soils and Geology Conditions Policy 8.  Development proposed within areas of potential 
geological hazards should not be endangered by, nor contribute to, the hazardous conditions 
on the site or on adjoining properties. 

 
 (Source: 10, 13, 16) 

 
 iv)  Landslides? 
    
NO IMPACT.  The project site is not located in a State Landslide Zone. The project would not 
therefore be required to obtain Geologic Hazard Clearance from the Public Works Department prior 
to the issuance of grading permits. No impacts would therefore result from implementation of the 
project. 

 
(Source: 13, 16) 
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b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 
 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  The project will result in demolition and construction 
activities on the site. The construction could involve the removal of trees and ornamental 
vegetation, in addition to grading and earth moving activities. These activities would expose 
underlying soils, which would increase the potential for soil erosion from wind or stormwater 
runoff. As part of the permitting process, any future developer of the site would be required to 
prepare an Erosion Control Plan and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). These 
plans would identify applicable “best management practices” to eliminate erosion potential on the 
site and would be subject to the review and approval of the Public Works Department.  
 
Additionally, adherence to the following General Plan Policies would reduce potential impacts to 
less than significant levels. 

 
Soils and Geology Conditions Policy 1.  The City should require soils and geologic review 
of development proposals to assess such hazards as potential seismic hazards, surface 
ruptures, liquefaction, landsliding, mudsliding, erosion and sedimentation in order to 
determine if these hazards can be adequately mitigated. 

 
Soils and Geology Conditions Policy 3. In areas susceptible to erosion, appropriate control 
measures should be required in conjunction with proposed development. 

 
(Source: 10, 16, 21) 
 
c) Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 

become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?   
 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  According to the City of San Jose Geologic Hazard 
Maps, the project site is located in a State Liquefaction Zone. Conformance with Building Code 
standards, as described in the response to Checklist Item 6.a.iii and 6b., above, would reduce 
potential impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
(Source: 13, 16) 
 
d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 

Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? 
  
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  The soils underlying the project site are classified as 
brown clayey silt, silty fine sand, clayey silt, and brown silty clayey sand. Although these would 
not be considered expansive due to relatively low clay content, the proposed construction would 
be required to conform with Building Code standards, as described in the response to Checklist 
Item 6.a.iii and 6b., above, which would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. 
   
(Source: 7, 13, 16) 
           
e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic 

tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for 
the disposal of waste water? 
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NO IMPACT.  City sanitary sewer service would be provided to the project site for the proposed 
project.  No septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems would be used. Therefore, no 
impacts would occur as a result of the project.  

 
(Source: 16) 
 
CONCLUSION. Implementation of the proposed project, in conformance with existing Building 
Code requirements and with applicable General Plan Policies, would not result in significant 
geological and soil impacts. (Less than significant impact) 
 
7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS            
              MATERIALS 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials?  

 g   

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment?  

 g   

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile 
of an existing or proposed school?  

   g 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a 
list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment?  

 g   

e) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the project result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area?  

   g 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area?  

   g 

g) Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan?  

   g 
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7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS            
              MATERIALS 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands?  

   g 

 
a) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 
   
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. The 
proposed project, which consists of commercial/retail uses, would not generate any hazardous 
wastes.  However, construction on the site resulting from the project would involve the 
demolition of the existing structure, which may involve the transportation and disposal of 
hazardous materials, such as household hazardous wastes, asbestos, lead paint, and 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs). In addition, past uses of the property may pose potential 
environmental hazards.   

 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared for the site by Ceres Associates, dated August 
4, 2004, reported that hazardous materials and above and below ground storage tanks exist on the 
site.  The following is a summary of the findings of the report. 

 
The subject property was used as an orchard and residence from approximately 1939 until the late 
1960’s or early 1970’s.  It was occupied by Paul Masson Vineyards from at least 1976 until 1985.  
From 1990 until the late 1990’s, it was used as a distribution facility for Hewlett Packard (HP).  
Soil sampling conducted after the removal of two underground storage tanks on the site in 1990 
did not indicate significant soil contamination, and a closure letter was issued by the San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board on September 11, 1997.  Hazardous 
materials stored and used on the site include diesel fuel, waste oil and hydraulic oil.  No leaking 
or staining in the vicinity of the accessible containers was not observed during the current 
Assessment.  Additionally, a wastewater treatment system is still present on the site, and surface 
staining within the concrete enclosure of the system was observed.  If the anticipated use of the 
site does not include the use of the onsite wastewater treatment system and/or the hydraulic 
lifts/hoists, those items will need to be properly decontaminated, removed from the property, and 
disposed of according to regulatory guidelines.  Additionally, soil samples may be necessary 
upon removal to assess the potential for subsurface contamination.  
 
The following project-level Mitigation Measure, based on the recommendations of the 
Assessment, would reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels.  A copy of the 
Assessment is included in Appendix C of this Initial Study. 

 
Mitigation Measure 7-1:   

 
• Prior to any demolition of the existing building on the site or any construction 

activity, the project developer shall conduct sampling to assess if asbestos is 
contained in the construction materials of the building.  The California Health 
and Safety Code requires owners of structures with Asbestos Containing 
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Materials (ACM) to notify tenants and employees that the building has ACM.  A 
report of the findings of the sampling shall be submitted, to the satisfaction of the 
Building Official, prior to issuance of any demolition permits for the building.  In 
addition, the project will be required to obtain a Demolition Permit from the 
City’s Building Division, prior to demolishing the existing building on the site.  
Before a Demolition Permit can be issued by the City, the developer must report 
the demolition to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 
and obtain a letter from them.  The BAAQMD is the regulating agency for the 
removal of ACM. 

• Prior to any demolition of the existing building on the site or any construction 
activity, the project developer shall remove and properly dispose of the existing 
wastewater treatment system and 55-gallon drums currently located on the 
property.  The wastewater treatment area shall be properly decontaminated after 
the removal of the system.  Prior to the issuance of a Planned Development 
Permit, the decontamination plan shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Environmental Program Manager of the City of San Jose’s Environmental 
Services Division. 

• Prior to any demolition of the existing building on the site or any construction 
activity, the hydraulic hoists previously installed on the property shall be 
removed and the soil beneath them sampled for contamination.  A report of the 
findings of the sampling shall be submitted, to the satisfaction of the Building 
Official, prior to issuance of any demolition permits for the building.   

 
Adherence to the following General Plan Policies would further reduce potential impacts to less 
than significant levels. 

 
Hazardous Materials Policy 1. The City should require proper storage and disposal of 
hazardous materials to prevent leakage, potential explosions, fires, or the escape of 
harmful gases, and to prevent individually innocuous materials from combining to form 
hazardous substances, especially at the time of disposal. 

 
Hazardous Materials Policy 2. The City should support State and Federal legislation 
which strengthen safety requirements for the transportation of hazardous materials. 

 
Hazardous Materials Policy 3. The City should incorporate soil and groundwater 
contamination analysis within the environmental review process for development 
proposals. When contamination is present on a site, the City should report this 
information to the appropriate agencies that regulate the cleanup of toxic contamination. 

   
(Source: 3, 7, 10 ) 
 
b) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release 
of hazardous materials into the environment? 

   
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.  Refer to 
the response to Checklist Item 7.a. 

 
(Source: 7, 10 ) 
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c) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 

hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

 
NO IMPACT.  There are no existing or proposed schools within one-quarter mile of the project 
site. 
 
(Source: 7) 
 
d) Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 

materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.  The 
project site is not included on the State DTSC’s Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List 
(Cortese List). Conformance with Mitigation Measure 7-1, as described in the response to 
Checklist Item 7.a, above, would reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. 
   
(Source: 6, 10, 16) 
 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 

been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 
 

NO IMPACT. The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area and is not 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport. Therefore, no impacts would occur as a 
result of the future project. 

 
(Source: 16) 

 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a 

safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 
    
NO IMPACT.  The project site is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, no 
impacts would occur as a result of the project. 

 
(Source: 16) 
  
g) Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 

emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 
   
NO IMPACT.  The proposed project would not impair or physically interfere with the 
implementation of an adopted emergency response or emergency evacuation plan.  No impacts 
would occur as a result of the project. 

 
(Source: 10, 16) 
 
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 

wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 
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NO IMPACT.  The project site is surrounded by industrial park and commercial land uses and is 
not located in or near an open space area that would be subject to wildland fires. Therefore, no 
impacts would occur as a result of the project. 
 
(Source: 16) 

 
CONCLUSION. Implementation of the proposed project, in conformance with the soil sampling 
mitigation measures described in the response to Checklist Item 7.a, above, and in conformance 
with existing applicable General Plan Policies, would not result in significant hazards or hazardous 
materials impacts. (Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated) 
 
8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER  
              QUALITY 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements?  

 g   

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit 
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production 
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to 
a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have 
been granted)?  

  g  

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, 
in a manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site?  

  g  

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, 
or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner that would result in 
flooding on- or off-site?  

  g  

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff? 

  g  

f)    Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?    g 
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Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
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g)     Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or 
other flood hazard delineation map? 

   g 

h)     Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures that would impede or redirect flood 
flows? 

  g  

i)     Expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of 
a levee or dam? 

  g  

j)      Be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow? 

   g 

 
a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements? 
   
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.  The 
proposed project would be subject to the City’s requirements for erosion and sediment control 
and stormwater quality controls for both construction and post-construction phases.  

 
New construction in San Jose is subject to the conditions of the City’s NPDES Permit, which was 
reissued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board in February 2001, with a revision of 
Provision C.3 (New and Redevelopment Performance Standards) approved in October 2001. 
Provision C.3 was amended to enhance performance standards for new development and 
redevelopment projects. Under the amended Provision C.3, the City must now 1) require that 
certain sizes of new and redevelopment projects include storm water treatment measures; 2) 
ensure that the treatment measures be designed to treat an optimal volume or flow of storm water 
runoff from the project site; and 3) ensure that storm water treatment measures are properly 
installed, operated and maintained.  

 
The City has developed a policy that implements Provision C.3 of the NPDES Permit, requiring 
new development projects to include specific measures for improving the water quality of urban 
runoff to the maximum extent feasible. The Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy 
establishes general guidelines and minimum Best Management Practices (BMPs) for specified 
land uses, and includes the requirement of regular maintenance to ensure their effectiveness. 
Implementation of these measures would reduce potential impacts related to water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements to less than significant levels.  In addition, 
conformance with the following General Plan Policy would reduce potential impacts to less than 
significant levels:   

 
Water Resource Policy 12. For all new discretionary development permits for projects 
incorporating large paved areas or other hard surfaces (e.g., building roofs), or major 
expansion of a building or use, the City should require specific construction and post-
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construction measures to control the quantity and improve the water quality of urban 
runoff. 

 
Implementation of the following project-level mitigation measures, consistent with NPDES 
Permit requirements, will reduce potential construction impacts to surface water quality to less 
than significant levels:  

 
Mitigation Measure 8-1:  The project shall incorporate Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) into the project to control the discharge of stormwater pollutants including 
sediments associated with construction activities. Examples of BMPs are contained in the 
publication Blueprint for a Clean Bay.  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the 
applicant may be required to submit an Erosion Control Plan to the City Project Engineer, 
Department of Public Works, Room 308, 801 North First Street, San Jose, California 
95110-1795.  The Erosion Control Plan may include BMPs as specified in ABAG’s 
Manual of Standards Erosion & Sediment Control Measures for reducing impacts on the 
City’s storm drainage system from construction activities.  For additional information 
about the Erosion Control Plan, the NPDES Permit requirements or the documents 
mentioned above, please call the Department of Public Works at (408) 277-5161. 

 
Mitigation Measure 8-2:  Prior to the commencement of any clearing, grading or 
excavation, the project shall comply with the State Water Resources Control Board’s 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction 
Activities Permit as follows: 

   
• The applicant shall develop, implement and maintain a Storm Water Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to control the discharge of stormwater pollutants 
including sediments associated with construction activities; 

• The applicant shall file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB). 

 
Mitigation Measure 8-3:  The project applicant shall comply with the City of San Jose 
Grading Ordinance, including erosion and dust control during site preparation and with 
the City of San Jose Zoning Ordinance requirements for keeping adjacent streets free of 
dirt and mud during construction.  The following specific BMPs will be implemented to 
prevent stormwater pollution and minimize potential sedimentation during construction: 

 
• Restriction of grading to the dry season (April 15 through October 15); 
• Utilize on-site sediment control BMPs to retain sediment on the project site; 
• Utilize stabilized construction entrances and/or wash racks; 
• Implement damp street sweeping; 
• Provide temporary cover of disturbed surfaces to help control erosion during 

construction; 
• Provide permanent cover to stabilize the disturbed surfaces after construction has 

been completed. 
 

The proposed commercial project will not cause or contribute to any groundwater receiving water 
quality objectives. 

  
(Source: 10, 16, 21, 22) 
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b) Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 

substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  The proposed project would not directly withdraw 
groundwater from the site. Rather, the San Jose Water Company would provide domestic water 
service to the site. Water demand associated with the proposed commercial development on the 
site would be considered minor and would not require a substantial increase in groundwater 
pumping. 

 
The site is not in a designated recharge zone, and would therefore not interfere with the recharge 
of groundwater. Less than significant impacts would occur as a result of the project. 

 
(Source: 16) 
 
c) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 

area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a 
manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

   
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  There are no waterways on-site that would be altered 
as a result of the project. However, new commercial construction on the site would temporarily 
alter existing drainage patterns, and could result in on and off-site erosion and siltation.  

 
Any future development of the site would be subject to a General Construction Permit issued by 
the State Water Resources Control Board for storm water discharges associated with construction 
activity. The General Construction Permit requires the preparation and implementation of a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which must identify Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) to reduce pollutants (including erosion and siltation) in storm water discharges from 
construction activities. Compliance with the General Construction Permit, preparation of the 
SWPPP, and implementation of the City’s BMPs for stormwater pollution prevention would 
reduce potential erosion and siltation impacts to a less than significant level. Therefore, impacts 
related to erosion and siltation would be considered less than significant.    

 
(Source: 16, 21, 22) 
 
d) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 

area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would 
result in flooding on- or off-site? 

 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. As previously stated, there are no waterways on the 
site that would be altered as a result of the project. However, construction of the proposed 
commercial development would temporarily and/or permanently alter existing drainage patterns 
on the site, and could potentially increase the site’s impervious surface area, resulting in an 
incremental increase in runoff from the site.   Given that the site currently has a high percentage 
of impervious surface area, however, the proposed development, which incorporates vegetated 
swales and pervious pavers to reduce directly connected impervious surface area, would not be 
expected to generate significant increases in runoff over the current condition.  The proposed 
drainage plan includes the construction of an adequately sized on-site storm drainage collection 
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system designed to control on-site and off-site flooding. In addition, the project would be required 
to conform to the City’s Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy as well as the 
following existing General Plan Goals and Policies, which would mitigate potential impacts to 
less than significant levels.  
 

Flooding Policy 7. The City should require new urban development to provide adequate 
flood control retention facilities. 

 
Level of Service Goal 2. Achieve the following level of service for these City services: 

 
• For storm drainage, to minimize flooding on public streets and to minimize property 

damage from storm water. 
 

Storm Drainage and Flood Control Policy 12. New projects should be designed to 
minimize potential damage due to storm waters and flooding to the site and other 
properties. 
 
(Source: 10, 16) 

 
e) Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 

capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

    
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  As discussed above, the project would not be 
expected to significantly increase the amount of runoff generated on the site. However, 
construction can cause erosion and sedimentation, and post-construction commercial 
development on the site could potentially create sources of polluted runoff from vehicle traffic 
and parking, roofing materials, landscape maintenance, food service, and other activities 
associated with commercial uses.  Conformance to the NPDES Permit requirements through the 
City’s grading permit process would reduce potential erosion and sedimentation impacts to less 
than significant levels.   Consistent with the City’s Post Construction Urban Runoff Management 
Policy, the project incorporates vegetated swales within the landscaping for parking areas and 
driveways to reduce pollutants from post-construction stormwater runoff.  Grassy swales are 
proposed in the parking lot medians and in landscaped areas along the Story Road frontage, as 
shown on the Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan (Exhibit 7). 
 
There are existing City storm drain lines in Story Road that are expected to have adequate 
capacity to accommodate runoff generated from the project site.  Additionally, adherence to the 
following General Plan Goals and Policies would reduce potential impacts to less than significant 
levels.  
 

Level of Service Goal 2. Achieve the following level of service for these City services: 
 

• For storm drainage, to minimize flooding on public streets and to minimize 
property damage from storm water. 

 
Level of Service Policy 2. Capital and facility needs generated by new development 
should be financed by new development. The existing community should not be 
burdened by increased taxes or by lowered service levels to accommodate the needs 
created by new growth. The City Council may provide a system whereby funds for 
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capital and facility needs may be advanced and later repaid by the affected property 
owners. 

 
Level of Service Policy 12. New projects should be designed to minimize potential 
damage due to storm waters and flooding to the site and other properties. 

 
(Source: 10, 16, 21, 22)  
  
f) Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
 
NO IMPACT.  There are no other identified potential impacts to water quality from the project. 

 
(Source: 16, 21, 22)   
 
g) Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on 

a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood 
hazard delineation map? 

 
NO IMPACT.  The proposed project is a commercial development, and does not propose the 
construction of any housing. 

  
(Source: 16) 

 
h) Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which 

would impede or redirect flood flows? 
 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  The project site is not located within a flood hazard 
zone, according to the City of San Jose.  The City’s Public Works Department requires 
conformance with federal flood insurance requirements as a condition of approval of new 
development projects.  Conformance with these requirements would reduce potential flooding 
impacts to less than significant levels. 

 
(Source: 16) 
 
i) Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk or loss, 

injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure 
of a levee or dam? 

   
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  See response to Checklist Item 8.h., above.  There are 
no levees or dams in the vicinity of the site that would impact the project.   

  
(Source: 16) 
 
j) Would the project be inundated by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 
NO IMPACT.  The project site is not located in an area subject to seiche, tsunami or mudflow. 
Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

 
(Source: 16) 
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CONCLUSION. Implementation of the proposed project, in conformance with NPDES Permit and 
Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy requirements, and in conformance with 
existing applicable General Plan Goals and Policies, would not result in significant hydrology and 
water quality impacts. (Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated) 
 
 
9. LAND USE AND PLANNING  
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community?    g  

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not 
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect?  

  g  

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan?  

   g 

 
a) Would the project physically divide an established community? 
 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Projects that have the potential to physically divide an 
established community include new freeways and highways, major arterial streets, and railroad 
lines. The proposed land use designation and rezoning would allow the conversion of industrial 
park (warehouse) uses on the property to commercial uses, consistent with existing commercial 
and retail development on adjacent and nearby properties, and would therefore not physically 
divide an established community.  

 
The proposed project will be subject to architectural and site review by the City of San Jose at the 
Planned Development Permit stage, subsequent to General Plan Amendment and rezoning 
approval.  Such review will include conformance with the City’s adopted Commercial Design 
Guidelines.  The Guidelines are intended to ensure that new development is compatible with 
existing neighborhood character and does not adversely impact neighboring residential uses. Less 
than significant impacts would occur as a result of the project. 
 
(Source: 10, 12, 16) 
 
b) Would the project conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of 

an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the 
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed General Plan Amendment and rezoning 
are consistent with the Growth Management, Economic Development, and Sustainable City 
Major Strategies of the City’s General Plan, which support infill development in appropriate areas 
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of the City and encourage sustainable practices, as described in the response to Checklist Item 
3.c. The project is also consistent with the Commercial Land Use Goal and Policies of the 
General Plan, which encourage new commercial development near existing centers of 
employment or population, or in close proximity to transit facilities, designed to encourage 
pedestrian and bicycle access, and which encourage employee intensive uses to locate along 
multi-modal transit corridors. Commercial Land Use Policy 2 states that new commercial uses 
should be located in existing or new shopping centers or in established strip commercial areas. 
The proposed General Plan Amendment and rezoning would allow the conversion of existing 
industrial park uses on the site to commercial development in an area containing established 
commercial/retail uses, where urban services are available. Major Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority (VTA) bus lines are located adjacent to the site on Story Road (Route 
25) and McLaughlin Avenue (Route 72).  Additionally, because the site is located in a developed 
area that includes existing commercial and industrial park uses, it has access to existing utilities, 
and as noted in the responses to Section 16 of this Initial Study, the City would be capable of 
providing those services to the project site. 

 
The project is located within the San Jose Redevelopment Agency’s designated Olinder 
Redevelopment Area, which is one of the Agency’s Industrial Project Areas.  The proposed 
project is consistent with the commercial and retail amenity component of the Project Area.   

 
(Source: 10, 16) 
 
c) Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 

community conservation plan? 
   
NO IMPACT.  As noted in the response to Checklist Item 4.f, the project site is not located 
within the boundaries of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community 
Conservation Plan.  Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of the future project. 

 
(Source: 10, 16) 

 
CONCLUSION. Implementation of the proposed project, which is consistent with the existing 
General Plan and Redevelopment Area policies, goals and objectives, would not result in significant 
land use impacts. (Less than significant impact)  

 
 
10. MINERAL RESOURCES  
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state?  

   g 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan or other land use plan?  

   g 
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a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 

would be of value to the region and the residents of the state? 
   
NO IMPACT.  Pursuant to the mandate of the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975, the 
State Mining and Geology Board has designated the Communications Hill Area of San Jose as 
containing mineral deposits of regional significance. Neither the State Geologist nor the State 
Mining and Geology Board has classified any other areas in San Jose as containing mineral 
deposits that are either of statewide significance, or the significance of which requires further 
evaluation. The subject project site is not located in the Communications Hill Area.  Therefore, 
the project would not result in significant mineral resource impacts. 

 
(Source: 16, 19) 

 
b)  Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral 

resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land 
use plan? 

   
NO IMPACT.  Other than the Communications Hill Area, the City of San Jose 2020 General 
Plan does not identify any locally important mineral resources within the City of San Jose. 
Therefore, the project would not result in impacts related to locally important mineral resources 

 
(Source: 16, 19) 

 
CONCLUSION. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant mineral 
resource impacts. (No impact) 
 
 

11. NOISE  
 
 
 
Would the project result in: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies?  

  g  

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?  

  g  

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project?  

  g  

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project?  

  g  
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11. NOISE  
 
 
 
Would the project result in: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels?  

   g 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels?  

   g 

 
a) Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 

excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

   
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  An Environmental Noise Study was conducted for the 
project by Charles M. Salter Associates, Inc. The purpose of the study, dated September 1, 2004, 
was to quantify the noise environment at the site and compare it with applicable City standards.  
A copy of the study is included in Appendix D of this Initial Study.   

 
24-hour noise measurements were taken, and the resulting Day/Night Average Sound Levels 
(DNL) were compared with the land use compatibility guidelines contained in the Noise Element 
of the General Plan.  The guidelines indicate that a DNL of 60db or lower is considered 
satisfactory for commercial projects.  The short and long-range goals for outdoor use areas are 
DNL 60 and 55dB, respectively.  Where DNL exceeds 60 dB for commercial projects, onsite 
outdoor activity should be limited to acoustically protected areas, or entirely indoors if the DNL 
exceeds 76 dB. 

 
The study determined that the project site is exposed to existing and future noise levels that 
exceed DNL 60dB, and recommends that onsite outdoor activity should be limited to acoustically 
protected areas, in conformance with the guidelines.  The study recommends that if outdoor 
activities are included in the project, that they be located between buildings or other areas 
shielded from Story Road and Highway 280.  The project, however, does not anticipate the 
inclusion of outdoor activities, therefore, the potential noise impacts would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation is required. 

 
Adherence to the following General Plan Policies would further reduce potential impacts to less 
than significant levels. 

  
Noise Policy 1. The City's acceptable noise level objectives are 55 DNL as the long-range 
exterior noise quality level, 60 DNL as the short-range exterior noise quality level, 45 
DNL as the interior noise quality level, and 76 DNL as the maximum exterior noise level 
necessary to avoid significant adverse health effects. These objectives are established for 
the City, recognizing that the attainment of exterior noise quality levels in the environs of 
the San José International Airport the Downtown Core Area, and along major roadways 
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may not be achieved in the time frame of this Plan. To achieve the noise objectives, the 
City should require appropriate site and building design, building construction and noise 
attenuation techniques in new residential development. 

 
Noise Policy 12. Noise studies should be required for land use proposals where known or 
suspected peak event noise sources occur which may impact adjacent existing or planned 
land uses. 

 
Urban Design Policy 18. To the extent feasible, sound attenuation for development along 
City streets should be accomplished through the use of landscaping, setback and building 
design rather than the use of sound attenuation walls. Where sound attenuation walls are 
deemed necessary, landscaping and an aesthetically pleasing design shall be used to 
minimize visual impact. 

 
(Source: 8, 10, 16) 
 
b) Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
   
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  See response to Checklist Item 11.a, above.  There 
are no known land uses in the vicinity of the project site that would generate substantial 
groundborne vibration or noise levels. 
   
(Source: 8, 10, 16) 
 
c) Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels 

in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 
   
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  See response to Checklist Item 11.a, above.   The 
existing noise levels in the vicinity of the project site currently exceed City standards.  Although 
construction of the project could increase noise levels, this impact would be considered 
temporary.  The proposed commercial development is not expected to substantially or 
permanently increase the existing noise levels. 

 
(Source: 8, 10, 16) 

 
d) Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 

noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 
   
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. See response to Checklist Item 11.c, above.  
Adherence to the following General Plan Policies would further reduce potential impacts to less 
than significant levels. 

 
Noise Policy 1. The City's acceptable noise level objectives are 55 DNL as the long-range 
exterior noise quality level, 60 DNL as the short-range exterior noise quality level, 45 
DNL as the interior noise quality level, and 76 DNL as the maximum exterior noise level 
necessary to avoid significant adverse health effects. These objectives are established for 
the City, recognizing that the attainment of exterior noise quality levels in the environs of 
the San José International Airport the Downtown Core Area, and along major roadways 
may not be achieved in the time frame of this Plan. To achieve the noise objectives, the 
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City should require appropriate site and building design, building construction and noise 
attenuation techniques in new residential development. 
 
Noise Policy 9.  Construction operations should use available noise suppression devices 
and techniques. 
 
Noise Policy 12. Noise studies should be required for land use proposals where known or 
suspected peak event noise sources occur which may impact adjacent existing or planned 
land uses. 

 
(Source: 8, 10, 16) 
   
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 

been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

   
NO IMPACT. The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area and is not 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport. Therefore, no impacts would occur as a 
result of the future project. 

  
(Source: 16) 
 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose 

people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
 
NO IMPACT.  The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, 
no impacts would occur as a result of the project. 

 
(Source: 16) 

 
CONCLUSION. Implementation of the proposed project, in conformance with existing applicable 
General Plan Policies, would not result in significant noise impacts. (Less than significant 
impacts) 
 

12. POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 
 
 
Would the project: 
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a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)?  

  g  

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?  

   g 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere?  

   g 
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a) Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly 

(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.   The proposed re-designation and rezoning of the site 
from industrial park use to commercial uses could potentially induce growth in the immediate 
area of the site by creating jobs.  However, it is not known whether the amount of commercial 
space allowed under the proposed project could produce more jobs than the amount of space 
existing on the site under the current General Plan designation of Industrial Park.  The project 
would not induce growth in an area where commercial development is not already allowed, and 
would not create a significant demand for new infrastructure in an area where infrastructure is not 
available.  In addition, the proposal would not create a precedent for growth outside the City’s 
existing Urban Growth Boundary.  Less than significant impacts would occur as a result of the 
project. 

  
(Source: 10, 16) 

 
b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating 

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
   
NO IMPACT. The proposed project would not displace any existing housing on the site. No 
impacts would occur.  
 
(Source: 16) 
 
c) Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 

construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
   
NO IMPACT.  Refer to the response to Checklist Item 12.b.  
 
(Source: 16) 
 
CONCLUSION. Implementation of the project would not result in population and housing 
impacts. (Less than significant impact) 
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13. PUBLIC SERVICES  
 
 
 
Would the project result in: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

Substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental impacts, 
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times or other performance objectives for 
any of the public services: 

    

a) Fire protection?    g  

b) Police protection?    g  

c) Schools?     g 

d) Parks?     g 

e) Other public facilities?    g  

 
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 

provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

   
 Fire protection? 
   
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  The project site would be served by the City of San 
Jose Fire Department.  The Department has a performance standard to maintain a four-minute 
average response time to all emergency calls in the City. Fire Station 3, which is located at 98 
Martha Street, would provide initial response to the site. Fire Station 8 is approximately 1.5 miles 
northwest (driving distance) of the site. 

 
The project would create new commercial uses on the property’ resulting in a minor increase in 
the demand for fire services. The project site is located adjacent to an existing residential 
neighborhood that is currently served by Fire Station 3, and would not result in substantial 
adverse physical impacts associated with a need for new facilities in order to maintain acceptable 
levels of service or performance objectives.  

 
Adherence to the following General Plan Policies would reduce potential impacts to less than 
significant levels: 

 
Fire Hazards Policy 5.   Anticipated fire response times and fire flows should be taken 
into consideration as a part of the Development Review process. 
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Level of Service Policy 16.  Utilize the following Citywide level of service measures as 
benchmarks to be used to evaluate major General Plan land use and policy changes, such 
as expansions of the Urban Service Area or land use changes from non-residential to 
residential: 

 
•  For fire protection, a 4-minute average response time to all calls. 

 
Level of Service Policy 17.  In reviewing major land use or policy  changes, the City 
should consider the availability of police and fire protection, parks and recreation and 
library services to the affected area as well as the potential impacts of the project on 
existing service levels. 

 
Level of Service Policy 18.  Fire service facilities should be located so that essential 
services can be most efficiently provided. 

 
(Source: 9, 10, 16) 
 
b) Police protection? 
   
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  As with fire protection, the project would create new 
commercial uses on the site, resulting in a minor increase in the demand for police services. The 
project site is located adjacent to an existing residential neighborhood currently served by the 
City Police Department. The project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with a need for new facilities in order to maintain acceptable levels of service or 
performance objectives.  

 
Adherence to the following General Plan Policies would reduce potential impacts to less than 
significant levels: 

 
Level of Service Policy 16.  Utilize the following Citywide level of service measures as 
benchmarks to be used to evaluate major General Plan land use and policy changes, such 
as expansions of the Urban Service Area or land use changes from non-residential to 
residential: 
 

 •  For police protection, achieve a response time of six minutes or less for 60 
percent of all Priority 1 calls, achieve a response time of eleven minutes or less 
for 60 percent of all Priority 2 calls. 

 
Level of Service Policy 17.  In reviewing major land use or policy  changes, the City 
should consider the availability of police and fire protection, parks and recreation and 
library services to the affected area as well as the potential impacts of the project on 
existing service levels. 
 

(Source: 10, 16) 
 

c) Schools? 
 
NO IMPACT.  The project is commercial in nature, and would not, therefore, create any impacts 
on local schools.    

 
(Source: 14, 16) 
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d) Parks? 
   
NO IMPACT.  The project is commercial in nature, and would not, therefore, create any 
additional demand for parks.   

 
(Source: 10, 16) 
  
e) Other public facilities? 
 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The subject project site is located within an existing 
urban community that is currently serviced by existing public services and utilities, including gas, 
electrical, telephone, and cable. Development of the proposed project would result in a minor 
increase in the demand for these services and utilities. However, the minor increase would not 
result in significant impacts, since the existing services and utilities are currently located at or 
near the site. Therefore, less than significant impacts would occur as a result of the project.    
 
(Source: 16) 
 
CONCLUSION. Development of the proposed project, inconformance with the applicable General 
Plan Policies, would not result in public services impacts. (Less than significant impact) 
 
 

14. RECREATION 
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a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated?  

   g 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities that might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment?  

   g 

 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or 

other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? 

   
NO IMPACT.  See response to Checklist Item 13.d. (Parks), above. 
 
(Source: 16) 
 
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or 

expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment? 

   
NO IMPACT.  See response to Checklist Item 13.d. (Parks), above. 
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(Source: 10, 16) 
 
CONCLUSION. Development of the proposed project would not result in significant recreation 
impacts. (Less than significant impact) 
 
 

15. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
 
 
 
Would the project: 
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a) Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of 
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion 
at intersections)?  

 g   

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a 
level of service standard established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways?  

  g  

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks?  

   g 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)?  

   g 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     g 

f)   Result in inadequate parking capacity?     g 

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)?  

   g 

 
a)  Would the project cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the 

existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, 
or congestion at intersections? 

    
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.  A traffic 
impact analysis was conducted for the project by Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.  The 
potential impacts of the project were evaluated in accordance with the standards set forth by the 
City of San Jose level of service policy and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation (VTA) 
Congestion Management Program (CMP). The study included an analysis of AM and PM peak-
hour traffic conditions for 27 signalized intersections and 24 directional freeway segments.  A 
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copy of the traffic analysis is included in Appendix E of this Initial Study.  The   technical 
Appendices (New Traffic Counts, Approved Trips Inventory, Volume Summary Tables, and 
Level of Service Calculations) are available upon request. 

 
Traffic generation rates for the proposed project were estimated by applying the City of San Jose 
recommended trip generation rates for retail uses. From these rates, credit for the replacement of 
the warehouse space, and a 25 percent pass-by-trip reduction, it was estimated that the project 
would generate 19,000 net new daily trips, with 330 new trips during the AM peak hour and 
1,255 trips during the PM peak hour. Using the specified inbound/outbound splits, the project 
would produce 168 inbound trips and 162 outbound trips during the AM peak hour and 692 
inbound trips and 564 outbound trips during the PM peak hour.  The trip distribution pattern for 
the proposed project and existing warehouse were estimated based on existing travel patterns in 
the area and the locations of complementary land uses. 
 
The results of the intersection level of service analysis under project conditions show that, 
according to the City of San Jose level of service standards, the following signalized study 
intersections would be significantly impacted by the project during the PM peak hour: 
 

• McLaughlin Avenue and Story Road 
• Lucretia Avenue and Story Road 

 
At the McLaughlin Avenue and Story Road intersection, the level of service would be LOS D 
under background conditions, and the added trips as a result of the project would cause the 
intersection level of service to worsen to an unacceptable LOS E. Based on City of San Jose level 
of service impact criteria, this constitutes a significant impact. 
 
At the Lucretia Avenue and Story Road intersection, the level of service would be LOS C under 
background conditions, and the added trips as a result of the project would cause the intersection 
level of service to worsen to an unacceptable LOS E. Based on City of San Jose level of service 
impact criteria, this constitutes a significant impact. 
 
None of the other signalized study intersections would be significantly impacted by the project, 
according to City of San Jose standards. 
 
Implementation of the following project-specific Mitigation Measures, which are based on the 
recommendations of the report, would reduce the potential impacts at the McLaughlin 
Avenue/Story Road and Lucretia Avenue/Story Road intersection impacts to less than significant 
levels. 
 

Mitigation Measure 15-1:  McLaughlin Avenue and Story Road.  The level of service 
impact could be mitigated with the addition of a separate eastbound right-turn lane on 
Story Road. This improvement would require the acquisition of right-of-way along the 
south side of Story Road, as well as the relocation of utilities and signal poles. This 
mitigation measure would improve the intersection level of service from LOS E to LOS 
D. 

 
Mitigation Measure 15-2:  Lucretia Avenue and Story Road.  The level of service 
impact could be mitigated by changing the lane configuration of the north approach from 
separate left, through and right-turn lanes, to a double left-turn lane and a shared 
through/right-turn lane. 
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This would require changing the signal control on the north and south legs of the 
intersection from permitted to protected left turns. The protected left turns (8-phase 
signal) would provide the highest level of pedestrian safety. This mitigation would 
improve the intersection level of service from LOS E to LOS D. 

 
In addition to the specific intersection level of service improvements described in the above 
mitigation measures, adherence to the following General Plan Goals and Policies would reduce 
potential impacts to less than significant levels.  
 

Level of Service Goal 2. Achieve the following level of service for these City services 
 

• For transportation, level of service "D". 
 

Level of Service Policy 2. Capital and facility needs generated by new development 
should be financed by new development. The existing community should not be 
burdened by increased taxes or by lowered service levels to accommodate the needs 
created by new growth. The City Council may provide a system whereby funds for 
capital and facility needs may be advanced and later repaid by the affected property 
owners. 

 
Level of Service Policy 5.  The minimum overall performance of City streets during peak 
travel periods should be level of service "D". 

 
• In recognition of the City’s Smart Growth strategies and interest in creating and 

maintaining a livable community, San Jose is planning a balanced, multi-modal 
transportation system.  Livable streets that accommodate vehicular as well as 
appropriate pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities are an important component 
of this transportation system. 

• Development proposals should be reviewed for their measurable impacts on the 
level of service and should be required to provide appropriate mitigation 
measures if they have the potential to reduce the level of service to “E” or worse.  
These mitigation measures typically involve street improvements.  When the 
mitigation for vehicular traffic compromises community livability by removing 
street trees, reducing front yards, or creating other neighborhood impacts, then 
improvements to transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities may be considered in 
combination with more appropriate street improvements to meet the level of 
service standard. 

• To strengthen the neighborhood preservation strategy and objectives of the Plan, 
the City Council may adopt a Council Policy which establishes alternative 
mitigation measures, including improvements to transit, bicycle, and/or 
pedestrian facilities, for projects whose required traffic mitigation would result in 
a unacceptable impact on an affected neighborhood or City street.  
 

Transportation Policy 7.   The traffic impacts on regional transportation facilities should 
be taken into consideration when reviewing major General Plan Land Use Diagram 
amendments. 

 
 (Source: 10, 15, 16) 
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b) Would the project exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 

standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated 
roads or highways? 

   
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  The traffic analysis determined that Based on the 
CMP level of service standards, the project would not have a significant impact at any of the 
study intersections.  The results of the CMP freeway level of service analysis showed that none of 
the freeway segments analyzed would be impacted by the project according to county CMP level 
of service standards for freeways.  

 
Adherence to the following General Plan Policy would further reduce potential impacts to less 
than significant levels: 

 
Transportation Policy 29.  The City should continue its participation in interjurisdictional 
approaches, such as the Santa Clara County Congestion Management Agency, to develop 
and implement appropriate techniques to improve the regional transportation system. 

   
(Source: 10, 15, 16) 

 
c) Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 

increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety 
risks? 

   
NO IMPACT.  The project would not have any impact on air traffic. No impacts would occur as 
a result of the project.  
 
(Source: 15, 16) 
 
d) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp 

curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
  
NO IMPACT.  The proposed commercial development would be compatible with the existing 
commercial development in the immediate vicinity of the site. The internal vehicle circulation 
system and driveways onto Story Road will be designed in accordance with City of San Jose 
standards.  No impacts would occur as a result of the project. 
   
(Source: 15, 16)   
 
e) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 
 
NO IMPACT. The project will be required to be designed in accordance with City of San Jose 
emergency access standards. Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of the project. 
 
(Source: 15, 16) 
 
f) Would the project result in inadequate parking capacity? 
    
NO IMPACT.  The San Jose Zoning Ordinance requires 1 parking space per 200 square feet of 
commercial floor area, which for the proposed project would result in a requirement of 1,298 
spaces.  The Ordinance also would require a minimum of 16 off-street loading spaces for the 
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project.  The project provides a total of 1,667 parking spaces and 16 loading spaces, in 
conformance with the Ordinance requirements. 

 
Adherence to the following General Plan Policy would further reduce potential impacts: 

 
Transportation Policy 33.  Adequate off-street parking should be required in conjunction 
with all future developments. The adequacy and appropriateness of parking requirements 
in the Zoning Code should be periodically re-evaluated. 

 
(Source: 10, 15, 12, 16 ) 
 
g) Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 

alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle RACKS)? 
   
NO IMPACT.  The project site is currently served by the existing Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority (VTA) transit system. Major VTA bus lines are within walking distance 
from the site on Story Road and McLaughlin Avenue.  Therefore, the location of the project 
would provide an opportunity for future employees and customers of the proposed commercial 
businesses to use alternative modes of transportation.  No impacts would occur as a result of the 
project.  

 
Adherence to the following General Plan Policy would further reduce potential impacts: 
 

Transportation Policy 28. The City should promote participation and implementation of 
appropriate Transportation Demand Management measures such as carpooling and 
vanpooling, preferential parking and staggered work hours/flextime, as well as bicycling 
and walking, by all employers. 
 

(Source: 10, 15, 16, 20) 
 

CONCLUSION. Implementation of the proposed project in conformance with Mitigation 
Measures 15-1 and 15-2, and in conformance with existing General Plan policies and avoidance 
measures, would not result in transportation impacts. (Less than significant impact with 
mitigation incorporated) 
 
 

16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board?  

   g 

b) Require or result in the construction of new water 
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects?  

  g  
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16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 
 
 
Would the project: 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?  

  g  

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements 
needed?  

  g  

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider that serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project's projected demand in addition to the 
provider's existing commitments?  

   g 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste 
disposal needs?  

  g  

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste?  

   g 

 
a) Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 

Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
   
NO IMPACT. The future project would be subject to all wastewater treatment requirements of 
the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. The project is not be expected to 
exceed any such requirements. Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of the project. 
   
(Source: 16) 
  
b) Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater 

treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

  
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The San Jose Water Company (SJWC) provides water 
services to the project site. The SJWC water supply is treated at two SJWC water treatment plants 
and several Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) water treatment plants. The proposed 
commercial project would result in a minor increase in the demand for treated drinking water. It 
is anticipated that the existing water treatment facilities of the SJWC and the SCVWD would 
have adequate capacity to serve the project. Therefore, the proposed project would not require or 
result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. 
Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of the project.   

 
There are existing City of San Jose sanitary sewers in the project vicinity that are available to 
serve the project.  A 10-inch sewer is located in Story Road, adjacent to the site.  
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The San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant would provide wastewater treatment 
services for the project. The project would result in a minor increase in the demand for sewer 
treatment services. The existing wastewater treatment facility would have the capacity to 
adequately serve the project, therefore, the project would not require or result in the construction 
or expansion of a wastewater treatment facility and less than significant impacts would occur as a 
result of the project.  
 
(Source: 13, 16) 
 
c) Would the project require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage 

facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

     
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  The project site is located in a developed area 
containing existing City of San Jose storm drain lines.  There are existing 33- and 24-inch storm 
drain lines located in Story Road, adjacent to the site, which are available to serve the project.  
The project developer will be responsible for providing the necessary infrastructure 
improvements to accommodate stormwater drainage from the site, in conformance with City 
policy.  In addition, the proposed on-site storm drainage facilities will be required to be designed 
to meet the specifications and requirements of the City of San Jose Public Works Department. 
Less than significant impacts would result.  

 
Adherence to the General Plan Level of Service Goals and Policies identified in the responses to 
Checklist Item 8, would reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels.  
 
(Source: 10, 13, 16) 
 
d) Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from 

existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 
 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  Refer to the Response to Checklist Item 16.b. The 
project would receive domestic water service from the San Jose Water Company. The water 
demand associated with the project would be minor and would not require San Jose Water 
Company to obtain additional water sources or entitlements. Less than significant impacts would 
occur as a result of the project.   
  
(Source: 16) 
 
e) Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 

which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

   
NO IMPACT. As noted in the response to Checklist Item 16.b, the San Jose/Santa Clara Water 
Pollution Control Plant would provide wastewater treatment services to the project. The facility 
has a treatment capacity of 167 million gallons per day. The facility currently operates at 
approximately 80 percent capacity, processing an estimated 134 million gallons per day (dry 
weather peak). The project would result in a minor increase in the demand for wastewater 
treatment services. The existing wastewater treatment facility would have the capacity to 
adequately serve the project, therefore no impacts would occur as a result of the project. 
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(Source: 11) 
 
f) Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 

accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 
 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  According to the Source Reduction and Recycling 
Element prepared for the City of San Jose and the County-wide Integrated Management Plan, 
there is sufficient landfill capacity to meet the solid waste disposal demands of Santa Clara 
County for at least 30 more years.  The amount of waste generated by the project would not be 
considered substantial. Therefore, less than significant impacts would occur as a result of the 
future project.  
 
(Source: 16, 23) 
 
g) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 

related to solid waste? 
   
NO IMPACT.  The proposed commercial project would not create the need for any special solid 
waste disposal handling, due to the nature off the businesses that will occupy the project 
buildings.  No hazardous waste generating uses are anticipated.  The project will comply with the 
applicable City recycling program requirements.  Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of 
the project. 

  
(Source: 16) 

 
CONCLUSION. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in utilities and service 
system impacts. (Less than significant impact) 
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17. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE 
  

NOTE:  If there are significant environmental impacts 
that cannot be mitigated and no feasible project 
alternatives are available, then complete the mandatory
findings of significance and attach to this initial study a
an appendix.  This is the first step for starting the 
environmental impact report (EIR) process. 
 
 
 
 
 
Does the project: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less Than  
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No 
Impact 

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a 
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the 
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory?  

 g   

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental effects 
of a project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects)?  

  g  

c) Have environmental effects that would cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly?  

   g 

 
 
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of rare or endangered 
plants or animals, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED.  The 
proposed land use change from Industrial Park to General Commercial and rezoning from IP 
Industrial Park District to A(PD) Planned Development District to allow commercial; uses on the 
site would result in a minor change in the on-site environment. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures described in Section 4.0 of this document would reduce potential impacts to less than 
significant levels. No special-status species or habitat is present on the project site, therefore the 
project would not reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause their populations to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, or restrict their range.  There are no known historic or prehistoric 

HP Warehouse Site  Initial Study 
GP03-07-10 & PDC04-045 3-47 October 2004 



  3.0 Environmental Checklist and Discussion of 
 Environmental Checklist Responses  

 

HP Warehouse Site  Initial Study 
GP03-07-10 & PDC04-045 3-48 October 2004 

resources on the site. There are no known historic or prehistoric resources on the site, and 
conformance with General Plan Historic, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources Policies as 
described in the response to Checklist Item 5.a., above, would reduce potential impacts to 
undiscovered archaeological resources to less than significant levels. 

 
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable?   (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of 
a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects.) 

 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  When considered in combination with the effects of 
past projects, current projects, and probable future projects, the incremental impacts of the project 
would be insubstantial. As discussed in the response to Checklist Item 9.b., above, the project 
would be consistent with the Growth Management, Economic Development and Sustainable City 
Major Strategies of the City’s General Plan, and with the Commercial Land Goal and Policies.  
Therefore, the overall incremental contribution of the future project to cumulative impacts would 
be less than significant.  As discussed in the response to Checklist Items 3.c and 9.b, above, the 
proposed General Plan Amendment and development project would be consistent with the 
Growth Management, Housing and Sustainable City Major Strategies of the City’s General Plan.  
Therefore, the overall incremental contribution of the future project to cumulative impacts would 
be less than significant.   

 
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse 

effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?  
 
NO IMPACT.  No physical environmental issue areas where substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly, have been identified for the project. Therefore, no 
impacts would occur as a result of the project. 
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915 Story Road Raptor and Tree Surveys  

 





















 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

APPENDIX B:  
Cultural Resources Study of the Story Road Commercial 

Project 
 











 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

APPENDIX C:  
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment of Building 97 

Located at 915 Story Road 
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Environmental Noise Study 
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Draft Transportation Impact Analysis 
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